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The Influence of Format Chanée on the

Halo Effect of Student Ratings

Robin D. Froman

University of Connecticut

Introduction and Review

One of the chronic problems of student ratings has been estab—
lishing content validity. Studies seeking to establish the technical
adequacy of student ratings have generally supported the reliability
of the measures, but validity remains controversial. It is not clear
whether student ratings of teacher performance are actually reflections
of teacher characteristics and teaching ability, or if they are in some
part a reflection of student characteristics.

The halo effect has been claimed to cloud the interpretation of
rating outcomes. The halo effect, in brief, is the tendency for raters
to evaluate conceptually different characteristics as though they all
represented the same thing. It is the tendéncy for prior information,
or one impression or characteristic, to influence all other impressions.
In other words, if an instructor receives a high rating on one charac-—
teristic, it is likely that he will receive a high rating on other
characteristics.

Peréoh-perception research has built a considerable argument for

the existence of implicit personality theories, one possible cause or

explanation for the halo effect. In a review of the research on the
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rat: nstruments are more affected by the preconceived personality
theory of the rater than by the characteristics of the person being
rated. Evideﬁce is cited in the review to illustrate that similar trait
structures emerge when different rating instruments are factor analyzed.
These structures are &irtually unaffected by the stimulus object, the
familiarity of the rater with the ratee, differences in samples, or
differences in situations (see, for example, Magoon and Price, 1972).
Within the literature pertaining specifically to teacher evaluation
instruments, consideration has been given to the effect of implicit per-
sonality theory. Johnson, Rhodes, and Rumery (1973) suggest that teacher
rating -instruments do not necessarily furnish information about teacher

performance, but rather, provide information about the acceptability of

teacher characteristics and performance. Thus, teacher rating scales
would appear to provide more information about student perceptions and
implicit personality theories than about actual teacher behaviors. This
notion is supported by the results of a study by Magoon and Price (1972).
when comparing the results of principal component analyses of 21 sets of
rating data between and within classrooms, the authors found that the
major dimensions which emerged were very similar in structure. These
researchers concluded that these striking similarities provided evidence
that ratings reveal more about student preconceptions about the relation-
ships between teacher traits than about the quality of instruction. In
a later investigation of this possibility, Bausell and Magoon (1972)
found a correlation of .67 between evaluations of teaching performance
made on the first day of class and evaluations made at the end of the

semester. 1In addition, the authors found that the changes in ratings



that did occur were predictable and related to changes in the grade a
student expected to receive. If implicit personality theories are oper-
ating, one_wonders whether stability estimates (of reliability) indicate
consistency in- teacher performance or conéistency in students' beliefs.

Several studies have been conducted to determine what variah:ie¢s o
or do not affect the bias in ratings which resdlt from a rater's implicit
personality theory. Schneider (1973) reported that occupation of the
ratér, caffeine arousal, and the perceived importance of the evaluation
were found to influence the factor structures which emerged from analyses
of rating instruments. Slater and Owen (1974) found that the major area
of study of students affected the factor structure which emerged when
students' ratings of hypothetical "ideal professor" were analyzed. The
differences in the factors due to a student's major suggest that one's
field of study may be a relevant predictor of the bias or implicit per-
sonality theory a student has.

Dixon and Dixon (1975) found this bias to be affected by the over-
all perception a student has of a teacher's competence. A comparison
of teachers rated as "exceptionally good" versus teachers rated as
"exceptionally poor" yielded two different sets of factor structures.
The differences in the factor structures imply that students have dif-
ferent implicit personality theosries with respect to good teachers and
poor teachers.

A study by Follman, Lucoff, Small, and Power (1974) reports quanti-
tative differences in ratings given to teachers as a result of format
changes in scaling, coding, and response alternatives. There were,

howsver, no analyses reported which would determine if there were changes




in the factor structures as a result of format changes. Thus the
Follman et al. study shows evidence of changes in the mean ratings
awarded based upon format changes, but does not determine if the dimen-
sions underlying student bias change as a result of format changes.

The purpose of the present investigation was to determine if simple
format changes would alter the existing halo effect and hence influence
student ratings of teacher performance. The research was designed to
find out whether the placement of questions on a rating scale is respon-
sible for any halo effect. In particular, it was felt that global items
pertaining to teacher effectiveness might provide a certain "tone" or
"get" for students as they respond to subsequent questions. That is,
having responded to initial items, the studénts might simply "follow
suit" on the rest of the items on a scale.

The specific objectives of this study were twofold:

1. To determine whether placement of items on a teacher rating
scale affects the factor structure underlying the scale; and

2. to determine whether changing the item format alters the
ratings given.

Procedure

A twelve-item, high-inference student rating scale was developed
containing two global items pertaining to overall teacher effectiveness
and ten evaluative items pertaining to more specific teacher character-
istics (see Appendix A).1

Four different formats were constructed, varying the items as follows:

1. The two global items were at the top of the rating instrument;

1For more information concerning the construction, validity, and
reliability of the rating scale refer to, Student Ratings; What
is the Frame of Reference? by A. Lolli and S. Owen, a paper

presented at the Annual Convention of NCME, San Francisco, 1976.
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2. The two global items were at the bottom of the rating instrument;

3+ The two global items were absent from the rating instrument;

4. The two global items were the only items present on the form.

The four formats are shown in Appendices A through D. The four forms
were randomly distributed to 363 students within 27 universitity classes.
Undergraduate and graduate students from four academic areas2 were repre-
sented in the sample.

Data from all classes were pooled and three principal components
analyses were conducted to identify the factor structures underlying the
ten evaluative items. Data from forms 1, 2, and 3 were considered in
the factor analysis. A one-way MANOVA was applied to the data from
Forms 1, 2, and 4, considering the two global items as the dependent
vapiables. A second one-way MANOVA was performed on forms 1, 2, and 3,
considering the ten evaluative items as the dependent measures (see

Figure 1).

Results

Table 1 shows the results of the principal components analysis.
The factor structures across the three forms containing the ten evalua-
tive items were very similar. The strongest five items loading above
.40 on Factor I were the same across the three forms, with slight changes
in the order of item importance. The average percent of variance ac-
counted for by Factor I was .39; the range from .34 to .42. Analyses

" of the data from form 3 yielded only two factors; the data from forms

2 . .
The academic areas represented in the sample were education,
psychology, engineering and history.



1l and 2 yielded three factors. The two factor solution resulting from
form 3 was apparently the consequence of coilapsing the second and third
factors which emerged on the other two forms into one factor. The col-
lapsing of the factors was probably due to the eigenvalue criterion of
1.0, A third factor, quite similar to the‘third factor seen in forms
1l and 2, developed an eigenvalue of .95 and was not retained for rotation.
The slight changes in the relative importance of items in defining
factors two and three on forms 1 and 2 can be explained as the result
of a restriction of range on those items. 1In particular, items 5 and 7
had average variances of .37 and .21 respectively across the three forms.
The average variances of the eight other evaluative items across the

three forms compared in the factor analysis was .76.

- m E e A m e e s o e e

- e o e G S wm W Su W e e G

Two MANOVA's were conducted to determine if format changes would
alter the ratings given. Neither MANOVA showed differences in the mean
vectors of the dependent variables. The MANOVA analyzing the mean vectors
of the ten evaluative items produced an F value of 0.83, p < .68, with
degrees of freedom of 20 and 702. The analysis of the forms containing
only the two global items showed an F value of .78, p < .54, with degrees

of freedom of 4 and 710.

Conclusions
The results of the principal components analyses suggest that the
factor structure underlying the rating instrument is stable and not

affected by changes in the placement of the items. The nonsignificant



results from the MANOVA provide additional support for the stability
of the ratings. The MANOVA results in particular suggest that student
ratings do not increase or decrease as a result of changes in item
placement. The results of both analyses detract from the view that the
halo effect may be influenced by the positioning of items. There is
thus little reason to believe that preliminary items may "set the stage"
for responses on following items. |

Although this research has not pinpointed the reasons for the halo
effect, the negative findings may be viewed as a fortunate outcome.
Researchers in instrument development may be somewhat more confident
that general format revisions will not influence the technical adequacy

of teacher rating scales.
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: APPENDIX A (iorm 1)
The University of Connecticut Survey of Courses and Teaching

prasib ot g AL TN L T2 SY Y LA o ol B T ...

Department  Couvse # Instructor

DIXECTIONS: Student ratings can be a powerful type of feedback to the instructor.
Please ba as objective as you can. DO NOT SIGN YOUR NAME,

Your Semesters :;12l3[215{6i7l81Grad?‘ Is this course in your major field?b@iﬁ g;;
Expected grade in coursezspiﬁﬁlﬁlplgjgg Cumulative Grade Average:
1.0-1.5{ | 2.5—3,0“'\
Perceat ¢ class attendance: 1.5-2.0 3.0-3.5
201008 . 2.0-2,5E 305-4.0E
75-89 | .
s0-14 [~ Time spent on this course compared to other courses of
1 dit: considerabl e
25-49 ' equal cre Y mor
0-24 71 somewhat more |
— about the same
somewhat less
e a o ———— e — considerably less - —
How much have you learncd from this coursa? R
almo%i'%othing a‘TI%tle a %SEgrate qui%é'; bit a great deal
amount
How woul%:giu rate this instructor in general, all—aro?nd teachingﬂgpility?
[}
poo les8s average é%ga exéellent

adequate

C R WD . D N LR —— R S 4o o

For the following ten questions, rate each item in two ways:
a. give ycur actual rating of the instructor; then
b. mark the second scalc according to how you would prefer things to be. Of
course, if you are satisfioed, the sccond scale will be marked the same as the

first.
0w

BE| o1 8 g8 (e
<3 =+| F |on |23
. . . 00 ot o ok | 00
From my obscrvations, this instructor: By gs | 1sa
c:i-‘ =]o] E EO]U’

CH 'ﬁ

o< oo

1« prcsents matcrial in a clear & effective MaNNCrecccesosssesces .
(prefcrred)t.v&.cwyu00lDB.‘IoOODOO.I.&lOOOSQGﬂnl..ocﬂBu!ulﬂ. '

]
}

2. stimulatcs intcrcstnlvuGw-l».au:nooaooona.uu.nuounnu.uuaa.llﬂeci‘ |l ) i J { .]
i

(prcferred)ﬂh...09.0905000DOBO.BHQOﬂ.u.ﬂ.ﬁ....ﬁﬁ.ﬂ#OD?UOI ‘ _L'- L-]
3. makes werk assignments & student responsibilitics clear..e..s: . . ;ﬁ
(preferrcd)ﬁﬁ...00050000006..leJQO“JOUO“.O'GOHO..O.UUO . ! ‘ l -{

4. uses exam items which strees important aspects of the course..’ L
(proferred)bﬁ‘IOU.00“0.0‘.0-90.00000500‘0‘.00ﬁﬁl.ﬁ.!.ﬂ.ﬂh. 1 ] T |
5. grades fairly ond impartially.c.eeeee e sscscsscesossoscocnosese . T
(preforx'ed)u.&.ﬁ063.006D.0.0.ﬂl»‘lﬂ.ﬂﬁ..’ﬁu.wuﬂu.ﬂﬂcdﬂﬂ..u ’ ]_-‘
6+ dcmonstrates overall Organization.ieesee sruiscnosooonsonannas R -.,-:i
(proforred)nboﬂ.ﬂ'lﬂb..l.bﬂ."l&ﬂBuulﬂ...‘l.lﬂ‘.-‘l.o"uwﬂ\lv' i;lr . “
7. mucts ClD.BFJ rCGularly O.Hd on timc-.o-ao-oouan.o---onuoonuoauucn: N \ . |
(proforred)&..oﬁuhuuﬂ.uBllllﬂucl...ﬂ.l’o.ﬁui.9.0...0GOODUQ‘ ] l I
8. fulfills class objectives and Obligations . scuureaavraravsaonns’ Lo
(proforred).ﬂﬂuhﬂoc‘.ﬁ’-l.a.ﬂ.l.l.uﬂﬂl....0..0.‘0...0050!( i . 1 '.r —‘
9. is accessibic to students both in and out of clasB.eeeescvocs, . N
_(prefcrrod)u.unno..oo.oonon--e.a.nnonnc-na-no:uuocnou»no! ] { l .-:‘.r_-'
o 10. shows an int0r67t in and concern fcr studentS..ceeevaeveceeco, G o T

-ou.annnlooooounoena-Truonuu»ou.o-.-a-cn-oa; T !

. referred
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APPENDIX B (Form 2)
The University of Coinecticut Survey of Courses and Tcaching

Department _ Course # ___ . Instructor __

Directions: Your instructors will not sce thesc ratings until after grades are
awarded . Please be as objective as yon can, end DO LOT SIG YOUR NAME.

L LI T U T T 00 - in . - ield?!. ..J T
Your semestcr: 1T23524573 7 BJEI—'ad, Is this course in your major fiel 65

-~

1o
Hxpceted grade in course: lALB CD 'fl-l?a?s' Cumulative grade average:
Percent of class attcndence: 1.0-1.54 | 2.5-3.0
90-100% ™ 1.5-2.0} | 3.0-3.5 E}
7589 . 2.0-2.5 3.5-4.0
22:13 ) Time spent on.this course.comparcd to other coursescf
0-24 "]‘" : " equal credit: considerably more '~

somewhat morc ‘__“
about the same! |
somewhat less
v o, e = e — - —sonsiderably less
For the following ten questions, ratc cach item in two ways:
a. give your actual rating of the instructor; then
b. mark the sccond seale according to how you would prefer things to be. OF
courso, if you'rc satisfied, the 2nd scale will bo markecd the same as the 1st.

o .‘L-‘..-m oy va—_

; Co Py 58,98 e
From ny observations, this instructor... g At g;&,-gg
- c+
AR RIp b
" - 5|5H>|
<le e
1. presents material in a clear & effcctive MANNOT ce svoassossonns R
(prefcrrcd)o&.lo......"l.ﬁuﬁ&ﬂ.Onvtnaﬂ.ua3.900.0.0:0-& ’ ]
2!! Stinmlatcs intcrostc.0..0!...09l.ﬁ.ﬁl.uﬁ.Gﬂuo.vcnl-dtcuobuunavnl‘__;gi i
(preforrcd)ooooeu.onue-ooeoeuuenoeoo-no,ene-ooa-ucnnaog
3. makes work agsignments & student rcoponsibilitices clear....“.,j |
(prcfcrred)..aoa..l...'ﬁﬂﬂ.ﬂﬁ.l....l’!'uan.'.aﬁue.bﬂn;l —l
4.uces cxam items which stross important agpeets of the course.... . —”3
(profcrred)eﬁ..ﬁ.a.n.ul3.00&1009&.atﬂh.naiavﬂﬂuhtaﬁnﬂil ‘ ;
50 grodcs fairly aﬂrld impartiallyﬁ...ﬂﬂlaB.G.!a.e..oaua.ﬁﬂﬂﬁnﬂhﬂO'-; . i l
(pI‘Oerer).”..a»o“a..-a-oeoeee“..“..o....au.e“..e.: ' !
6v dcmonﬂtratcs Overall orga:nizationuoeooaoeoe-nn....o.ecouennteei ‘ i N i
(prefcrred).....Q.u.!ﬁ.ﬁﬁﬁ..ﬂlﬁbdeDDO..GOO.DEUUOJQSQJU‘ " ] lf‘.-'
7. mects class regularly and on Bimeseeuoii it ' T
(prcfcrrcd)‘.0o..ﬁ.6...0....9..Q.Gou.voGOQOOQVOGOOOOO'Il ' 77] _I
8. fulfills clasg objectives and 0bligations..esueorccenononoosas i P B
(prcfcrred)Dauaonbouﬂ.........00!00.9..0.0:.-IODOJDGOODZ T B .-l
9. is acecosible to studentc both in and out of clasSS.eeconcnceo.’ : j 1 i i
(prcfcrrcd).....nn...oﬂ.oﬂ'ﬂ....ﬂ...aa.aa.!ooﬁoﬂﬁﬂ.nul’ ‘l ' I l l
10. chows an interest in and concdrn for gtudents.eeecenoecsncnsoy: | 1 5 o
L 4 L.
(preferred) ' '

00..ll......ﬂﬂ..o...cﬂ....ﬁ.bﬂ‘.ﬂﬂﬂ.h ° € ¢ v oo -J ’ — V
M-S e smd e them wmsanmie S St . 1 - — - . PR -Al,—- - .--..-.J.-.- o) s e '--J .
How rmch _have you learncd from this Gourse?

e  J—
almost nothing a little

a L.I;::’lt ‘i': bit ») \ t dcal
moderate quite a bi a great dca

Tiow wcuil_g__you ratce this instructor in general, overall teaching ability?
— == o ] o
poor loss than average good cxcellent

adequate
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APPENDIX C (Form 3) _
The Univorsity of Connecticut Survey of Courses and Teaching

Course # _ Instructor

®ens v - -l e

Depart ment_ .

—-.are

Diroctions: Your instructors will not sce thesc ratings wntil after grades arc
awarded. Pleaso be ag objeotive asc you can, and DO NOT SIGN YOUR NAMEG.

o

4 A Al LT TTId
You: .,emcster.l,lvz 345878 Grad.l

Is this course in your mzajor fmld?lﬁ-g g;

i AL LT TT 1 , ; ~ .
Lxpocted grade in course:l 13 CDF s Ctmu}ag.l.;fes rrode a\écgﬁeo —
Percent of class attendence: 1.5-2.0 3.0-3.5
90-1 2.0-2.51 3.5-4.0
gg:?i Time spent on this course compared to ) other courses
25-49 of equal credit: considcrably morc |
0-24 pomewhat more

about the some
somewhat lecsos
considerably leec! |

- —— L A . - L . 8% b8P &

For the following ten questions, rate each item in two ways:
2. give your actual rating of the instructor; then
b. mark the cecond scale according to how you would prefer things to be. Of course,
if you're satisfied, the second scale will be merked the same as the first.

P, S1u o9 pp
[ 0O | O 50 b+
. . o5 | vl B og =3
From my observations, this instructor... Seleals & &3
G388 e po O
IEN
e ¢
1. precents material in a clear & effoective BANNCT e s so.sssssnssco
(prcferrcd)u..uo...l-n.l--.no...ne.uo..aa.un.en.onnonn
2‘ ctimulatcs intcrcstﬂ..C.D...O..Ol.ﬂ.........n..b..ln.ﬂ.ubnwuﬁ.
(prcferrod).ﬂll.ﬂIlﬂ...BﬁD35.BUIl...uDGU.D.Ithu.DQ.&v'
3. makes work ascignments & student rosponsibilities clear.eeoes .
(prcfcrrcd)..ul...aﬂ......BC'S.'C.GB..v.uﬂ‘.o.bolbhuﬂ.
4. uses cxam items which stress important aspects of the course.. H
(prCferred)...ro-..u-ouo-.o--c.nnu)un.'..:..av..uien.- !
5. grades fairly and AmMPartially . coueeceonscvonsnsconessoooeosoc.
(prcferrcd)...nﬂottiQ.l4"...cv000°.n.lotd.1uvu~00|.l°¢

6. demongstrates overall OrganizZation.eccecensecsesoosscvsossoconsa:
(prcforred).u‘ubbonculb....l...nl'lﬂn..v‘qdlw..ﬂovoa.ﬁi

7. meeto class regulerly and on tlmot
(pl‘cfcrrcd)l.h..i'l?.....b..nuﬂ.".ﬁ.ﬂh.9'4.!.0.0“.Ov.v'"

Vooe e at

(prcfcrrcd)...-.-ounuuu...v.cun.o--oaiui..olnyu.o.ooooL

9. in accensible to ptudents both in and out of cladB.veveceocsso
(prcfcrrcd)'.......u.......3DAu3.'09.!9...0"9!40...0...

8. fulfillc class objoctives and 0bligations.cesuonsnacnns. '

10. schows an intereot in and conoorn Lor studentSeeeveamorunscssos "
(prcfcrrcd)..u.ll..Il.Ul...biJOO)l..d.;..!.nc.ﬂ.nl)°~0
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APPENDIX D (Form'4)
The University of Connecticut Survey of Courses and Teaching

Department _____ Course # _____ Instructor

VR G O . o 4 - e gon s - - more

Directions: Your inatructor will not scc these ratings until aftor grades arc
awarded. Please be as objoctive as you can, and DO NOT SIG¥ YOUR WAME.

, TR — -
Your semesters 1 2 3 4 7 8 Grad. Is this course in your major ficm?‘ya—; e

no

Expocted grade in courses LILT T T ) . -
ABCDF Pass Cumulative grade average:

e
Percent of class attendances - 10415 2.5-3.0
90-10% 105—200 3.0-305
. . o J™ vg
20-74 Ti t thi d to other courses
25-49 ime spen on this course compare other ¢ es
0-24 of equal credit: considerably more

somewhat more
about the same_
somewhat less
considerably less I__|

How much have you lcarned from this course?

—

almost nothing a little a moderata quite a bit a great deal
amount
How would you rate this instructor in general, overall tcaching ability?
b 3 — =
poor less than average good excellent
adequate
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FIGURE 1
Description of MANOVA's to Determine if Format Changes
Alter Ratings Awarded

Form 1
Two global items on

top

Form 2 Q§3
Two global items o S
g i n &

bottom

Form 4
Two global items only,

evaluative items absent

Yorm 1

Ten evaluative items

on bottom

Form 2 §§§€§5$
Ten evaluative items @ @8’
on top 4} ”§$
Form 3

Ten evaluative items

only, global absent
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TABLE 1
Summary of Three Principal Components Analyses of Ten Items

Contained on Forms 1, 2, and 3 of the Teacher Rating Scale

Form 1 Form 2 Form 3
Item Loading Item Loading Item Loading
Factor 1
2. .808 1. .892 1 911
1. 801 2. .848 2. .866
8. «786 8. 842 6. 816
6. «785 6. ~836 8. 647
10. .638 10. Q12 10. «507
3. +468 3. «405 Se 471
Factor II1
e «T44 De 694 3 631
4. T14 T .633 T 615
3. 400 4. +907 4. 569

3. 41 9. 543

10, «532

e 530
Factor III
9. .810 9. «931
Te «704 10. 527
Se +403
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TABLE 2

Means and Standard Deviations of the Four Formats of the Teacher Rating Scale

Iorm 1 Form 2 form 3 Form 4
_ N=120 N=118 N=125 _ N=121
X sd X 8d X sd X sd
Item
e 4.27 .80 4.37 .88 4.26 .84
2. 4.22 94  4.16 .95 4.11 .94
3. 4.4 .93 4.39 .86 4.45 <87
4. 4.38 1.10 4.02 1.23 4.15 97
5. 4.74 .49 4.60 .63 4.65 .69
6. 4.26 <91 4.19 1.05 4.16 .92
7' 4-78 -55 4-82 -43 4-86 -37
8. 4.47 .66 4.47 .82 4.43 .80
9. 4.62 .66 4.58 .74 4.54° .65
10. 4.63 59 4.58 17 4.57 .15
Global
1 4.04 .96 3.91 1.00 3.99 .84
Global
2 4.24 .76 4.27 87 4.29 .83
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